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INTRODUCTION
Past studies dealing with verbal conditioning
effects have emphasized the verbal reinforcement of
response classes which consist of single words such as
personal pronouns (Taffel, 1955) or mother references
(Moch, 1957). A second line of investigation has been
concerned with conditioning of more molar types of
verbal behavior-such as opinions and attitudes, and it
is to this line of investigation that this study will
be directed.
Scott (1957), assuming that what he calls 11 nonra
tional determiners" may be eq_ually important in the
acq_uisition of attitudes as "rationally cognized deter
miners," designed an experiment to test this assump
tion. It was basically an application of Doob's (1947)
notion that attitudes were comparable to habits. Doob
assummed that attitudes are implicit anticipatory re
sponses which mediate observable behavior, and arise
.out of behavior through response reinforcement. This
approach emphas·izes the passivity of the person since
it is believed that the proper manipulation of rein
forcement is the critical factor rather than those cog
nized relationships expressed in other approaches
(Carlson, 1956; Crockett, 1952; Rosenberg, 1956).
Scott (1957) believed that if a person lacked a
salient set of attitudes toward a subject, he may be
forced to deal with that situation in a non-logical
fashion, the outcome of which would provide a beginning
to a cognitive framework. It was hypothesized the sub
jects rewarded by group approval for expression of
opinions contrary to their own would tend to demon
strate a change in attitude to that expressed by the
1

2

group, while subjects punished by disapproval for ex
pressions opposite their own would not change. His
predictions implied that reward of a new behavior in
crease the strength of the underlying predisposition;
punishment of a new behavior causes the subject to re
vert to older, preferred dispositions. The experiment
produced results which supported Scott's prediction.
The major line of investigation in the use of re
ward for verbal expression originated with Greenspoon
(1951), who demonstrated that contingent stimuli con
sisting of verbal approval and disapproval, a light,
and a tone were able to increase the frequency of
plural nouns. Other studies (Taffel, 1955; Verplanck,
1955) have indicated that various verbal response
classes can be increased in frequency when the proper
verbal contingency is supplied in the form of approval.
Wickes (1956) has noted that besides verbal social re
inforcers, such nonverbal social reinforcers such as
smiling and nodding, or a shift in posture have pro
duced similar results.
An important theoretical issue has been raised by
Dulaney (1961)�· The issue is whether it is correct to
call the behavioral changes that take place in verbal
conditioning studies operant conditioning in the same
sense that animal bar pressing is an expression of
operant conditioning. In his experiment, a partial
replication of Greenspoon•s (1955), it was found that
subjects did in fact increase their mean frequency of
plural noun responses during the reinforcement inter
vals. None of the subjects could state that the con
tingency.for reinforcement was the response of a plural
noun, however, 34 of the 43 experimental subjects be
lieved that the experimenter was studying the associa-
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tions they made. Of the 34, 11 reported that 11 rn.mm-hmm 11
was a reinforcement for staying in the same category.
When subjects were subsequently grouped into those who
perceived reinforcement for association, associative
hypothesis alone, and no a�sociative hypothesis, it was
shown that the first group demonstrated a high degree
of learning, the second a small increase, and the third
did not differ from controls.
The Dulaney experiment brings to issue what is it
that is learned? Subjects did increase the output of
plural nouns but did not learn to produce these as
such, rather a hypothesis was established which allowed
for the continuence of associating in a series. From
such a hypothesis, a set was developed to stay in the
same category and cue prior verbal habits. Dulaney
states that verbal conditioning is a form of human pro
blem solving, mediated by hypothesis and transfer; but
does not directly alter the applicability of empirical
operant principles. It must be noted that a free oper
ant came under the control of a contingent stimulus as
is true of other established forms of operant condi
tioning, especially with infrahumans.
As expressed previously, it is the intent of this
study to explore the effects of a verbal conditioning
procedure on the expression of molar responses rather
than single words or classes of single words. A single
major factor which has seemingly hindered such an ap
proach is the issue of awareness, the subject's ability
to verbalize the relationship between his responses
and the reinforcer applied. If awareness is present,
then it would seem to many investigators that true con
ditioning can not take place where verbal expression is
concerned. As the evidence presented by Dulaney (1961)
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would indicate, acquisition of a verbal response occurs
through the mediation of hypotheses; this implies that
awareness on some level is a constant factor where the
conditioning effect is seen. Several other studies
have been performed which have tried to cast some light
on this issue.
One recent investigation by Hild.rum and Bro\:ffi
(1956) has shown that expressed opinions can be influ
enced in telephone interviews without reported aware
ness by use of the contingent stimulus "good." Quay
(1959), using two groups of subjects, found that the
groups reinforced by a non-committal 11 uh-huh 11 was prone
to give more family-related responses than the control
group which was not reinforced in a therapeutic-like
setting. He reported that the reinforced subjects were
not aware that conditioning was taking place.
An experiment by Matarazzo, Saslow, and Pareis
(1960) dealt with the relationship between awareness
and verbal conditioning with somewhat different re
sults. Using a plural noun class, they found that none
of the subjects was aware of what was taking place
(that is, attempted verbal conditioning), but no condi
tioning took place. Yet when the class of responses
dealt with human factors, awareness was much higher and
conditioning for this response class was also higher.
The degree of awareness was determined by the use of
two open-ended questions to which they wrote their
answers. The answers were scaled in terms of a four
point scale of awareness.
Two more recent investigations have failed to find
verbal conditioning without awareness. These studies
·four1d that verbal behavior could be conditioned by
social reinforcers, but only when the subjects could
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report the contingency. Spielberger (1962) had sub
jects perform a sentence-construction task with the re
inforcing stimulus, 11 good. 11 Awareness was inferred on
the basis of the subject's response to a post condition
ing interview which was COIJ.ducted immediately after the
conditioning trials. The results indicated support for
the hypothesis that "what is learned 11 ·in verbal condi
tioning experiments is awareness of a reinforcement
contingency. The extent to which the subjects acted
upon what they had learned seemed to be dependent upon
how much they wanted to receive the reinforcement.
Dulaney (1962) as a follow-up to his 1961 study,
found no evidence of operant, verbal conditioning with
out awareness by using a correlated hypothesis as the
measure of awareness and tone, "mmm.-hmm," "good," or
avoidance of electric shock as the consequence. It was
found that subjects who reported certain forms of
awareness or are informed in terms cognate with these
forms differ significantly and often dramatically from
controls. Data from other recent studies (Ekman,
Krasner, and Ullmann, 1963; Simkins, 1963; Spielberger,
Levin and Shepherd, 1962) support the idea that aware
ness is a function of what is gained through precondi
tioning instruction, ability to discriminate, person
ality factors and interaction, and atmosphere, and
these factors can be manipulated to heighten or lessen
any degree of awareness.
The results of research specifically designed to
obtain a clearer picture of the relationship between
awareness and verbal conditioning leave the relation
ship still confused. The problem seems to be centered
around the definition of awareness. These definitions
are usually operational, based on certain questions
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given the subj�cts following the conditioning session.
It appears that if different and/or more questions
were used there may be an effect on the number of sub
jects who are classified as aware. There is reason to
believe that these questions asked often enough and in
various ways may provide some information about the
.contingency. If the subject fails to report awareness,
it may mean that the questions asked to gain informa
tion indicating awareness were not properly constructed.
On the other hand, if awareness is reported it may mean
that the subject had obtained this awareness in the
post-conditioning session rather than in the session
itself. On a strictly empirical level the question of
awareness is not useful, and theoretically the defini
tion of what is awareness has not been adequately es
tablished.
Since the awareness issue has been raised, inter
est has shifted away from verbal conditioning experi
mentation. Cahoon and Wenrich (1965) have expressed a
need to pursue exploration of this procedure further
since it appears that if new knowledge is to be obtain
ed on the functioning of clinical counseling, the pert
inent variables must be identified. Cahoon and Wenrich
state that "precisely because awareness of the media
tional process is present in verbal operant condition
ing it is a better potential source for construction
of an adequate theory of the interview than if such
awareness did not exist. This is the case because
awareness also occurs as an integral feature of the
counseling or psychotherapeutic interview. 11
It may be then said that if verbal reinforcement
is not an easy, automatic strengthening phenomenon,
why not simply tell the subjects what to do? Ekman,
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Krasner, and Ullman (1963) found that subjects "told
what to do" during pretrial instruction exhibited neg
ative effects while those subjects who were not told
what to do expressed positive effects to verbal rein
forcement. In other words, it appears that being se
duced into a mo.de of expression through some sort of
subtle influence is necessary for posi.tive results.
Tying together the possible usefulness of the
dyadic verbal conditioning procedure with its applica
tion to molar expressions of verbal behavior, as cited
previously, the problem becomes one of investigating
the effects of a verbal conditioning procedure in its
ability to influence the way a person expresses an
opinion or attitude, preferably one which does not
have a high probability of occurrence. This study will
be concerned with attitude change, in this case involv
ing supervisory attitudes brought about by the use of
the dyadic, verbal conditioning procedure. Emphasis
will be placed on the verbal reinforcing procedure as
an influencing medium, since the usefulness of the con
cept of awareness seems doubtful at best. Of primary
concern will be the examination of the possible effects
caused by the procedure itself in a feedback framework.
An attempt will be made to determine whether one per
son given an experimental procedure, can quantitatively
influence the expression of another person's attitude
in a predictable direction. It should be mentioned
that supervisory attitµde expression was chosen only
for its applicabllity to the present problem; and that
the content of the expression, while being important
in another context in this study, will not be of major
importance per se •.
Hypotheses to be tested are:
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(1.) If verbal rewards are given after the read
ing of positive supervisory statements, then change of
attitudes in this group should be significantly higher
than subjects not receiving any reinforcement.
(2.) If subjects are allowed to choose supervis
ory statements which they prefer, then those who are
directly informed of what are good and bad statements
will choose significantly more 11 good 11 statements than a
verbally reinforced but noµ-informed group.

METHOD
The problem, application of the verbal condition
ing procedure to the modification of supervisory atti
tude expression, has been raised. The experiments to
be described were designed to examine this relation
ship.
Subjects

Experiment I

Twenty (20) male students were randomly selected
from the student population of Western Michigan Univer
sity during March, April, and May of 1966. All were
screened and those found to have advanced psychology
backgrounds, especially in industrial areas were
eliminated from the study. They received no academic
rewards for their participation in this study.
Materials
In order to determine supervisory attitudes the
How Supervise? inventory was chosen for this study. It
was basically designed to measure a person's knowledge
of human relations principles and practices in super
vision of employeas and those attitudes relating to
such principles and practice. A number of recent
studies have i:&�icated that the test is a valid measure
supervisory success (Canter, 1951; Carter, 1952; File
and Remmers, 1946; Meyer, 1956; Pond, 1951). Other
studies have demonstrated that scores on How Supervise?
can be changed by various training procedures (Barthol
and Zeigler, 1956; Canter, 1951; Katzell, 1948; Pond,
1951).
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In this experiment to.test the effects of verbal
reinforcement on verbal expressions of supervisory
attitudes, it was necessa:cy to provide the subjects
with the necessary statements to read. Thirty (30)
items were selected at random from Form A of the How
Supervise? and randomly placed into one of two groups.
The statements in one pile were modified to indicate a
personal expression of good supervisory practice. The
three personal sentence beginnings were "I believe, 11
"I feel," or "I think." If a statement which origin
ally appeared in the test form expressed poor super
visory attitude, then it was modified to indicate a
negation of that attitude so, in effect, it would be
uttered by a good supervisor. All opinion as to what
was good or bad was based solely on the ideas expressed
by the testmakers.
The other group of 15 statements was handled in
a manner exactly like the firat with the sole exception
that personal statements were constructed to indicate
poor supervisory attitudes. The statements from both
groups were individually placed on 5" x 7" cards from
which the subjects could easily read. The personal
statements are contained in Appendix A.
Procedure
All subjects were given Form A of How Supervise?
and their scores were placed in a rank order. All 20
subjects were ranked on the high level supervisory
scale since the subjects tested tended to resemble
higher level supervisors in both experience and educa
tional background rather than lower level supervisors
such as foremen. Secondly, it was found that the range
of scores consistently fell within the lower percen-
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tiles and that learning effects could be later demon
strated by a post-test. It was decided that all scores
falling above the 50th percentile , in accordance to the·
norms established by the test makers, would be elimin
ated from the study. In this experiment all 20 tested
subjects were accepted.
The method used to test the effects of verbal re
ward on supervisory attitude expression was the random
ized block design. The 20 .subjects were randomly
assigned to one of four groups within each of the five
blocks after the initial ranking on Form A of the How
Supervise?
Group A
Group A was given Form B of the How Supervise?
after a three or four day delay in order to evaluate
how closely the mean scores of each gToup differed.
Subjects in Group A, as was true of all the subjects
in all groups,were told they were being evaluated in a
study of "social communication 11 with both written and
oral expressions prior to taking Form A. All studies
were conducted in a quiet room in which the subject
faced the experimenter. The general pretest instruc
tions to each subject in all groups were the follow
ing:
"You are to take part in a study of social
communication, involving oral and written
forms of expression. Here is a copy of
Form A of the How Supervise? inventory. It
is a form given to supervisors in business
and industry in order to find out what they
think about situations they may have faced.
(The test directions were read.) Please
fill this out as if you were a supervisor
and I will contact you again in three or
four days."
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Group B
The five subjects in Group B were asked to read
the statements on the 30 cards that were randomly
placed in a pile before them. It was pointed out that
this was to be done in a normal speaking voice and
there was no need to hurry. There was no verbal rein
forcement given by the experimenter at anytime during
the first series. After its completion the subjects
were asked to read through-the 30 cards twice more,
again receiving no reinforcement. Since the experi
menter did not want the subjects to appear foolish, he
informed them that he was looking for 11 psychological
contents" of the verbal expression as part of an oral
approach to "social communication." At the completion
of the card readings, the subjects were asked to select
10 cards from the 30 which they found preferable. Fin
ally the subjects were given Form B of the How Super
vise? with the instructions that this was necessary in
order to complete the file on that subject.
Group C
Group C was composed of five "informed" subjects,
that is, they were presented with information concern
ing the nature of the statements on the cards. Two
stacks of cards were placed on the table before the
subjects. Each was told that the pile to their right
contained cards with statements that a good supervisor
would make, while cards in the left pile contained per
sonal statements a poor supervisor would utter. The
subjects were allowed to go through each pile 3 times
and try to "learn something which may help them with
the taking of Form B." Again, subjects were asked to
select 10 cards that they preferred from the 30 before
starting the testing.
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It should be mentioned that the process of inform
ing the group as to which were good and bad statements
was done to maximize learning without verbal reinforce
ment given by the experimenter. In effect this infor
mation does not tell the subject what he ought to say
or do, for this has been shown to have a negative effect
on learning under similar conditions {Ekman, et al.,
1963). The nature of the information of being told
what to do creates a response set which weakens the
effectiveness of highly directive guidance. Whereas
Group B was designed to determine the effects of oral
reading on attitude change, Group C was designed to
examine the possible effects which full open informa
tion about the test material would bring. It was
assumed that some subjects in Group C may not have be
lieved the experimenter as to the nature of the infor
mation given. All subjects were treated in identical
ways in order to minimize this possible occurrence.
Group D
Group D was composed of five subjects who were
verbally rewarded after reading every good supervisory
statement. Each subject was asked to read in random
·order each statement in the stack of cards that appear
ed before him. After each good supervisory statement,
the experimenter would say 11 good11 or "that's good;"
nothing was said after the reading of a poor supervis
ory statement. Each subject was asked to repeat this
process twice more, allowing for 45 reinforced and 45
non-reinforced responses. Again, as was true in Groups
Band C, subjects were individually asked to select
10 preferable statements from the 30 before them. The
subject was then given Form B of How Supervise?
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An attempt was made to avoid possible extraenous
variables such as the amount of time between the pre
test and the post test. A subject was tested no later
than 4 days or RO sooner than 3 days after the initial
test. Instructions given the subjects before testing
were identical in the pretest situation and identical
in the post-testing procedure in each of the 4 matched
groups. Verbalizations were kept at a minimum during
the procedure 1 although the experimenter attempted to
maintain a friendly relationship with all subjects so
as to guarantee their cooperation. If any questions
arose during the course of the experiment, the experi
menter would answer as directly and simply as possible,
but if the ques-i,J.On could not be answered without re.vealing the nature of the experimentation, the subject
was told this in a cordial manner. All subjects were
asked what they thought of the test and related items
at the completion of the post-test.
Experiment II
An additional experiment was performed concurrent
ly with 20 new subjects chosen at random in order to
determine whether statements on Forms A and B are com
parable in the subjects ability to express a possible
change in attitudes. This experiment was identical to
the one described previously with the exception that
Form B of the How Supervise? was given as a pretest and
that Form A was used as the post-test. The personal
statements used were taken from Form Band modified as
described previously. These 30 statements appear in
Appendix B. Subjects for this experiment were selected
from the same student population, were ranked by scores
on Form B, and were placed into 4 blocks of 5 each. An
outline of both experiments appears in Table 1.
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Table 1

Exp. I

Group A

Group B
Group C
Group D

Exn. II

Group A

Group B
Group C
Group D

Experimental Outline
Pretest

Treatment

Form A
None
(How Supervise?)
Form A
Card reading (A)*
no reward
Form A
Informed (A)*
Form A
Card reading (A)*
reward

Pretest

Treatment

Form B
None
(How Supervise?)
Form B
Card reading (B)*
no reward
Form B
Informed (B)*
Card reading (B)*
reward

Post-test
Form B
Form B
Form B
Form B
Post-test
Form A
Form A
Form A
Form A

*Subjects exposed to personal statements written
on cards were asked to select 10 statements they pre
ferred from the 30 total statements.

RESULTS

The raw data which were obtained from the two ex
periments are contained in Appendix C. These data were
collected to test the two hypotheses by the use of the
randomized block design.
A Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correla
tion was obtained from Experiment I by evaluating the
pretest scores of Group A with the post-test scores.
The correlation between these scores was .91. The same
procedure was applied to Experiment II and the correla
tion here was .96. These results indicate the validity
of using the randomized block design when the correla
tion of the matching and dependent variable is of this
order of magnitude. The procedure for obtaining these
correlation is outlined in Table 1, Appendix D.
The fir�� h;y:pothesis proposed was if verbal re
wards are given after reading of positive supervisory
statements, then change of attitudes in this group
should be significantly higher than subjects not receiv
ing any reinforcement. The measure of performance in
Experiment I was the mean standard scores of all four
groups having taken Form B of the How Supervise? as
the post-test. _To test, this ·hypothesis an analysis
of variance for the randomized block design was per
formed. With 3 and 12 degrees of freedom, the F value
of 5.77 exceeds the tabled value of the .05 level and
the null hypothesis was rejected as outlined in Table
2, Appendix D.
Since the means obtained on the standard scores
differed significantly, it was necessary to determine
in what ways they did differ. The use of the student16
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ized range statistic was coupled with the Newman-Keuls
procedure as outlined in Table 4. The results indicate
that the mean standard scores of Groups A and B did not
differ from each other, but both differ from the mean
scores of Groups C and D which also did not differ from
each other. In this instance the hypothesis was con
firmed since the mean score of Group D� the reinforced
group, differed significantly from Group B, the non
reinforced group.
A randomized block design can be used as an alter
native to the analysis of covariance (Cox, 1957; Feld�,
1958). The F value obtained previously, indicated
possible covariance assuming the treatment effects were
additive. A ba1iic assumption of the randomized block
design is the additivity of treatments over the range
of Blocks. It is assumed that the treatments will op
erate is a like manner over the range of blocks. The
procedure developed by Tuckey (1949) was used to test
for possible nonadditivity as shown in Table 4, Appen
dix D. With 1 and 11 degrees of freedom, the J!• value
of 0.07 does not exceed the tabled value of the .05
level. It was concluded that there was additivity of
treatments over the range of blocks which also indi
cated very little, if any interaction between blocks
and treatments.
Experiment II was also conducted to test the val
idty of the first hypothesis, however, the for� used
in the pretest and post-test were reversed in order to
determine any possible effects on the dependent vari
able, the mean standard scores of all four groups hav
ing taken Form A of the How Supervise? as the post-test.
· An analysis of variance was conducted to determine if
the means of the standard scores differed significantly.
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An F equal to 1.94 was obtained with 3 and 12 degTees
of freedom. This value did not exceed the tabled value
of the .05 level of significance, and the null hypo
thesis was accepted. This analysis is contained in
Table 5, Appendix D •
J The second hyE_othesis proposed was if subjects are
,.._
allowed to choose supervisory statements which they
prefer, then those who are directly informed of what
are good and bad statements will choose significantly
more "good" statements than a verbally reinforced but
non-informed group. The mean number of good supervis
ory statements per card selection group was used as
the measure of performance. An analysis of variance
was performed with data obtained from Experiment I as
outlined.in Table 6, Appendix D. With 2 and 8 degTees
of freedom, the F value of 0.52 did not exceed the
tabled value of the .05 level of significance and the
null hypothesis was accepted, rather than the a priori
hypothesis.
The results of the card selection task in Experi
ment II, as outlined in Table 7, Appendix D, produced
the same conclusion. An obtained F value of 2.35 with
2 and 8 degrees of freedom did not exceed the tabled
value of the .05 level of significance. Again the
experimental hypothesis was rejected.
�·

DISCUSSION
The results of Experiment I indicated that the
use of verbal rov:a:r·ds after certain supervisory state
ments significantly influenced-the scores on Form B of
the How Supervise? The conclusion was in line with
that obtain�a :::,. Scott ( 1957) in the experiment des
cribed previously. The study indicated that Form A of
the How Superv�se provided useful statements from which
the subjects could learn how to better perform on Form
B. The results also demonstrated that an informed
group, as described previously, could perform as well
as the reinforced, nondirectly informed group. It
must be stressed that "informed11 in this experiment
meant subjects that were fully aware of the nature of
the materials were designed to promote learning of a
more conventional nature when presented to the informed
group.
If the experiment were only concerned with in
creasing the spoken frequency of a pronoun class, for
example, it seemed to this experimenter that results
could have been produced just as easily by simply tell
ing the subjects to increase the frequency of pronouns
as the subjects spoke. This experiment, however, was
concerned with a somewhat different problem--the use
of the dyadic procedure found in verbal conditioning
as applied to learning of a general attitudinal set.
In this sense, a more valid generalization could be
made to the areas of psychotherapy and counseling than
if the frequency of single words were increased by the
verbal conditioning procedure.
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The results of Experiment II indicated that stan
dard score means of the four groups did not differ sig
nificantly resulting in the adoption of the null hypo
thesis. Since the Experiments I and II were handled
identically, it appeared that the personal statements
adapted from Form B of the How Supervise? did not con
tribute to effective learning in either the informed
group or in the verbally reinforced group. The results
also indicated that giving Form B before Form A could
not be a critical variable since the results indicated
that there was a high correlation in the absense of
treatments. Since the statements chosen from Form B of
the How Supervise? were chosen at random, it could be
concluded that even with a knowledge of what are good
and bad statements, the subjects could not or would not
generalize this specific information to Form A.
Before the experimenter could make a case for the
strengthening of Doob's (1947) extension of learning
theory to the expression of attitudes, it would be wise
to replicate the_ experiment in its present form to a
new male population. �f the results did differ signi
ficantly from this study, it might provide a confirma
tion in one direction or another. Other than the use
of different statements, the experimenter could find
no extraneous variables which could have differentially
affected the results testing the first hypothesis.
It was secondly hypothesized that a task revelent
to the experimental treatments would result in differ
ential results. More specifically, it was assu.med that
subj ccts who were a,cg_uainted with _the cards and were
informed that some were good and bad, would come to
prefer more good statements than subjects.who were
verbally reinforced or the controls. The results of
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both experiments produced coinciding results indicating
that this was not the case. Rather, in both experi
ments the three groups which were required to select
cards containing statements which they prefer did not
differ significantly and the null hypothesis was adopted. The analysis of the data indicated a more uniform response to this hypothetical question than the
previously discussed hypothesis.
The discussions held with each subject at the end
of the experiment may have shed some light on the card
selection results. Both informed groups indicate that
they felt that the statements they had selected were
decidedly better than the remaining 20. It appeared
that after the first 10 preferred cards, the task of
selection would have become more difficult for the sub
jects to make. There is no evidence to indicate, how
ever, that if this task had called for selection of 15
preferred cards, the final results would have been sig
nificantly different. The subjects in the reinforced
groups and the control groups also indicated strong
preference for the statements they had selected, yet
there was some consensus in these groups that a 11 few
other possibilities" were present. It seems that a
replication of this design and problem should allow for
the selection of 15 statements in order to test more
closely the descrimination performance of all three
groups.
The results of the first experiment indicate that
with the use of the proper materials learning, attitud
inal change, can take place through proper reinforce
ment. It appears to this experimenter that the tech
nique involving the dyadic group ,Plus selective rein
forcement seems a useful tool for the exploration of
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the following issues: What rewards induce the highest
degree of attitude change? With what experimenters
-does attitude change take place the fastest and/or the
most completely and why? What is actually learned
when a person undergoes a change in attitude? Which
attitudes can be changed and which will present resis
tance to change? It is these questions and others that
certainly can be explored in experimental situation
that need to be answered. Of course, the results of
the two experiments are limited in their ability to be
generalized to other specific populations· and other
attitudes besides supervisory attitudes, but it seems
that the possibilities certainly exist for variation
of all the major variables within the framework of the
dyadic group, use of reward, and attitudinal expression.

SUI\i:ill/i.ARY

A stuc.y ��8s purposed to determine the effects of
the dyadic verbal conditioning procedure on the expres
sion of supervisory attitudes •. The hypotheses to be
tested were:
(1) If verbal rewards are given after the reading
of positive supervisory statements, then change of att
itudes in this group should be significantly higher
than subjects not receiving any reinforcement.
(2) If subjects are allowed to choose supervisory
statements which they prefer, then those who are direct
ly informed of what are good and bad statements will
choose significantly more "good" statements than a ver
bally reinforced but non-informed group.
Two experiments were designed to test these hypo
theses. In the first, Form A of the How Supervise?
was given to 20 college males who were subsequently
grouped according to a randomized block design; One
group was retested using Form B of the How Supervise;
the other three groups were presented with personal
statements adapted from Form A expressing an equal num
ber of good and bad supervisory attitudes. A group of
subjects was asked to read the statements with no rein
forcement given; another group read the statements and
were given reinforcement after reciting good supervis
ory statements; a third group was informed as to the
nature of the personal supervisory statements on the
cards. An analysis of the results indicated that the
reinforced group differed significantly from the

...
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reinforced group but not from the formally instructed
group. The results supported the first hypothesis.
The second experiment was conducted like the first
except that Form B of How Supervise? was used as the
pretest and Form A as the post-test. The personal sup
ervisory statements were adapted from Form B. The re
sults indicated that there were no significant differ
ences among the scores of all four groups. It was
concluded that the use of statements from Form B of
the How Supervise? did not allow for learning and gen
eralization as was true of statements taken from Form
A. To clarify the issue, a future replication of the
experiments was proposed.
The results of both experiments failed to prove
the second hypothesis. There was no significant diff
erence in the mean number of good supervisory state
ments chosen from each of the three groups which were
exposed to the cards. As a result, it was hypothesized
that a significant difference may possibly be shown if
the subjects were allowed to select more statements.
Post-experimental discussions indicated that choice of
statements was �vo easily made.
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APPENDIX A
Part I
The following 15 statements were adapted from
Form A of How Supervise? to indicate good supervisory
attitudes. The number preceeding each statement indi
cates the number of the unmodified statement in Form A.
1.
3.
7.

8.
9.
13.
19.
25.
26.
32.

I feel that you should ask your workers for sugges
tions before setting up an important project.
I think that you should not impress upon each
worker that his job depends on how much work he
turns out.
I feel that you should teach some responsible
worker how to handle your job.
I believe in making efforts to smooth out personal
dislikes among my workers.
I think that you should not make an example of one
worker to prevent further trouble with others.
I think that I should give a discharged worker a
full explanation of my reasons for asking that he
be fired.
I believe in assuming responsibility for the health
of employees.
I believe in asking employees to recommend individ
uals to be hired for new positions.
I think you should provide special channels for the
adjustment of the more serious grievances.
I believe in giving workers who turn in valuable
suggestions a part of the money saved by putting
their ideas into effect.
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APPENDIX A (cont.)
Part I (cont.)
39. I feel that employees should choose one worker
from each department to attend regular meetings
of the departmental supervisors.
42. I believe that what the worker thinks is not un
important even if he is doing his job well.
51. I feel that a complete understanding of the jobs
he is to supervise is not the only important re
quirement of a good supervisor.
54. I feel that supervisors should not be relieved of
all responsibility for teaching new workers how to
do their work.
60. I think that the average supervisor can do some
thing to reduce absenteeism.
Part II

The following 15 statements were adapted from Form
A of How Supervise? to indicate bad supervisory atti
tudes. The number preceeding each statement indicates
the number of tne unmodified statement in Form A.
I believe that it is unnecessary to explain the
duties and responsibilities of your job to the
workers under you.
10� I think that you should not talk over ways of cut
ting costs with your workers.
12. I feel that you should not explain in detail all
new rules and changes in policy to the concerned.
15 e I feel that I should urge employees to handle their
own problems without seeking advice from anyone.
6.
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APPENDIX A (cont.)
Part II (cont. )
28.· I believe it is unnecessary to make periodic checks
on all employees concerning salary received and
qualifications for promotion.
29. I think you should not hold a supervisor responsi
ble for the quality of the product produced in his
department.
34. I feel that it is unnecessary to provide for special
"exit interviews" with all workers who have been
fired.
36. I think it is unnecessary to put plates on the base
of each important piece of equipment showing its
value and cost of operation.
38. I believe it is not necessary to require the super
visor to take courses in First Aid.
47. I believe that what the worker does during his "off
hours" should be of no concern to his employer.
49. I feel that the kind of job V�Lich the individual
does has little effect upon his social position.
50. I believe that if a man is capable of doing a job,
he will become interested in it without stimulation
from his supervisor.
57. I feel that when a new supervisor is chosen, the
duties of his job should be readjusted to fit his
best abilities.
65. I think you can tell when a person is lying by not
ing whether he looks you straight in the eye or not.
69. I think that the goals of management and labor are
directly opposed and must always be in conflict
with each other.

APPENDIX B
Part I

The following 15 statements were adapted from
Form B of How Supervise? to indicate good supervisory
attitudes. The number preceeding each statement indi
oates the number of the unmodified statement in Form B.

2.

3.
5.
29.
30.
33.

34.

36.

I believe in admitting it to you:r workers when you

make a wrong decision.
I believe in getting a thorough understanding of
the products turned out by each department and
their place in the total production picture.
I think a supervisor should become familiar with
the methods of supervision used in other depart
ments of the plant.
I don't think that a supervisor should discourage
employees from joining le.bor unions.
I don't believe in selecting supervisors according
to how much they know about the different jobs they
will supervise.
I believe in requiring supervisors to make out
monthly reports of the activities of their depart
ments.
I think that a supervisor should send out regular
bulletins with the names of all individuals who
received promotions and the nature of their posi
tionsQ
I think a supervisor should give each worker a
clearly written statement of all salary and wage
levels and the procedure followed in granting raises.
31
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APPENDIX B (cont.)
Part I (cont.)

49. I don't feel job evaluation is unnecessary even if
53.
54.
64.

66.
67.

70.

the supervisor knows his men well.
I feel fast workers don't usually make more mis
takes than slow workers.
I don't feel workers who are good on one job are
usually below average 0n most others.
I don't feel workers who stick up for each other
make supervision much-more difficult for both good
and bad supervisors.
I don't believe most employees will do better work
when constantly watched by their supervisors.
I feel most supervisors do as well as they do, not
because of fear of losing their jobs.
I think less intelligent workers don't tend to
resent monotonous tasks more than the average indi
vidual.
Part II

The following 15 statements were adapted from Form
B of How Supervise? to indicate bad supervisory atti
tudes. The number preceeding each statement indicates
the number of the unmodified statement in Form B.

6;

I don't believe in giving the worker reasons for
changes which he is asked to make in his work.
10. I don't believe in asking the worker to criticize
his own work.
12. I don't think keeping a complete record of all major
mishaps, breakdowns, and disputes which occur in
your department is necessary.
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APPENDIX B (cont.)
Part II (cont.)

20. I feel it is unnecessary to keep employees well
informed on the production outlook and the com
pany's plans for adjusting to it.
21. I don't think it is necessary to require supervis
ors to spend a part of their time handling the
complaints of the workers under them.
32. I don't feel it is necessary to give workers charts
showing possible opportunities for promotion in
line with their job preferences.
40. I don't feel that one should establish joint man
agement-worker committees to advise on the problems
of management.
42. I believe most employees do better work if they get
a good bawling out every so often.
43. I believe so-called "mental fatique" is actually
nothing but laziness.
45. I feel the worker's opinion of his supervisor is
not very important.
48. I think that lying, though distasteful, is often
necessary to keep the workers on the job.
52. I feel that keeping the worker afraid of losing his
job is the best way to insure that he will do an
honest day's work.
57. I believe the uncertain nature of a supervisor's
job makes careful pl�"'1lling of definite procedures
impossible.
61. I think the best way to handle tough workers is to
be tougher than they are.
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APPENDIX B (cont.)
Part II (cont.)

68. I don't think most workers will cooperate with any
fair method of solving the company's production
problems.

APPENDIX C
Raw Data from Experiment I
Ca.rd
Treat-. Selection Raw Score B
Raw ScoreA
good/bad Stand.Score B
Stand. Score A ment
Block l

Block 2

47/99. 33
45/96.00
3. 44/94.00
4. 42/90.00
1.
2.

1.
2.

3.
4.
Block 3

Block 4

Block 5

41/88.25
41/88.25
41/88.25
40/86.50

40/86.50
39/84.75
3. 36/79.00
4. 36/79.00
l.
2.

34/75.00
2. 33/73.00
3. 32/70.80
4. 30/66.40
l.

l.
2.

3.
4.

25/56.00

21/48.00
20/46.00
20/46.00

A
C

B
D
C
B
D
A
B

A
C
D
A
C

B
D

10/0
9/1
9/1
9/1
7/3
9/1
9/1
8/2
8/2
8/2
8/2
7/3

D

6/4
6/4

B

6/4

C
A

35

41/88.25
50/101.00
49/103.00
52/109.00

49/103.00
33 /73.00
53/111.00
46/97.66

40/86.50
36/79.00
52/109.00
48/101.00

35/77.00
48/101.00
32/10.80
50/105.00

34/75.00
28/62.00
20/46.00
33/73.00
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APPENDIX C (cont.)
Raw Data from Experiment II
Raw Score B
Stand.Score B
Block 1

Block 2

Block:)

Block 4

Block 5

48/101.00
48/101.00
45/96.00
45/96.00

Treatment

Card
Selection Raw Score
good/bad
Stand.Score

D
C
B

10/0
9/1
10/0

41/88.25
45/96.00
33/73.00
44/94.00

1. 43/92.00
2 • . 41/88.25

D

3.
4.

37/81.00
36/79.00

A
B
C

10/0
7/3
9/1

52/109.00
41/88.25
31/68.60
36/79.00

1.

35/77.00
33/73.00
32/70.80
31/68.60

B

8/2

D

10/0
8/2

31/68.60
30/66.40
29/64.20
29/64.20

C
A
D
B

8/2
7/3

26/58.00
24/54.00
23/52.00
22/50.00

D
C

8/2
9/0

1.

2.
3.
4.

2.
3.
4.
1.

2.
3.
4.
1.
2.

3.
4.

A

A
C

A
B

10/0

8/2

33/73.00
30/66.40
32/70.80
37/81.00
31/68.60
34/75.00
23/52.00
22/50.00
24/54.00
21/48.00
21/48.00
21/48.00

APPENDIX D
Table 1
Pearson Product Moment Coefficients of Correlation
for Standard Scores on Forms A and B of How Supervise
Ex:p. I

X

99.33
86.50
84.75
75.00
46.00

Y

x=X-! y=Y-Y

X

2

xy

y2

88. 25 21.01 10.67 441.4 2 2 24.18 113.85
97.66 8.18 20.08 66.91 164.25 403.21
79.00 6.43 1.42 41.34
9.13
2.02
1.93
0.34
77.00 -3.32 -0.58 11.02
46.00 -32.32 -31.581,044.581,020.67 997.30

i:X=391.58fl=387.91
I=78.32 Y=77.58

.....

Z:xy

� x2=
>: xy=
5.:y2=
l,605. 271,420.161,516.72

Ex:p. II
X

96.00
88.25
73.00
66.40
52.00

y

94.00
88.25
66.40
75.00
48.00

S,X=375.65P-=371.65
!=75.13 Y=74.33

x=X-X y=Y-Y

20.87
13.12
- 2.13
-8.73
-23.13

X

2

xy

y2

19.67 435.56 410.51 386.91
13.92 172.13 182.63 193.77
-7.93
4.54 16.89 62.88
0.67 76.21 -5.85
0.45
-26.33 534.99 609.01 693.27
- 2

);_x =

·-

�xy=

_ 2

�y =

l, 223.431,224.891,337. 28
r=7 _ 2

v (l.x

....
2 =0. 96
) (;;..y )
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Table 2
Analysis of Variance for the Randomized Blocks Design
of Experiment I: A Test of the First Hypothesis
Ex;E. I
Treatment�
Block
Block
Block
Block
Block

L

1
2
3
4

5

Source of
Variation
Treatments
Blocks
Error,_ ...

Total

B

A

88.25
97.66
79.00
77.00
46.00

103.00
73.00
86.50
70.80
73.00

387.91

406.30

D

C

101.00
103.00
109.00
101.00
62.00
476.00

109.00
111.00
101.00
105.00
75.00

?401.25
384.60
375.50
353.80
256.00

501.00 1,771.15

Sum of Squares

d.f.

Mean Square

1,768.246
3,308.736
1,225.114

3
4
12

6,302.096

19

589.415
827.184
102.092
F.95(3,12)=3.49

F
5,773
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APPENDIX D (cont.)
Table 3

( 1.)

Tests on All Ordered Pairs of Means of
Experiment I Using Data from Table 2
l

2

3

4

A

B

C

387.91

406.30

476.00

D

A

B

C

18.39

88.09
69.70

Order
Treatments in
order of Tj
Tj

(2.)

A

B
C

'-

·

501.00
D

113.09
94.70
25.00

( 3.)

Truncated range r
q 95 (r,l2)
_
q 95 (r, 12) v'nMSerror
.
✓nms error = 22.593

(4.)

A
A
B
C
D

3

2

3.08

3.77

85.176

69.586

B

C

D

xx

xx
xx

xx

AB

4

4.20

94.890

CD (Using Newman-Keuls Procedure)
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Table 4

Test for Nonadditivity for Experiment I
Using the Data from Table 2

(1.)

Treatments (X .. =88.557)

1
77.570
-10. ?:JC7
Blocks

1
100.312
11.755
k

81.260
-7.297

3
95.200
6.643

4
100.200
11.643

2
96.150
7.593

3
93.875
5.318

4
88.450
-0.107

2

(X .. =88.557)

Block;(Xkn) (Ik. -!..)

1
2
3
4
5

218.836
371.590
400.866
530.831
247.008
1,769.131

k

5
64.000
-24.557

(x.n-x•.) �(Xkn)(xk.-X ••)(Xn-I)

11.755
7.593
5.318
-0.107
-24.556
0.001

k
�(Ik-X..) 2 = 353.649
1
n
'2:(I. -I •• )2 = 827.172
n
1

2,572.417
2,821.483
2,131.805
-56.799
-6,065.775
1,403.131
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Table 4 (cont.)
Nonaddivi ty = [n (ll'.kn-X •• ){X.n-I. ·] 2

2
�
- )2 �'-- (-xk • -x..
L- (x. -x •. )
·
n
1
1
= 6.730

(3.)

Source of
Variation

Sum of Squares

d.f.

Mean Square

F

Nonadditivity
Remainder
Residual

6.730
1,218.384
1,225.114

1
11
12

6.730
110.762

0.07

F. 5(1,11)=4.84
9
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Table 5
Anal;ysis of Variance for the Randomized Blocks Design
of Experiment II: A Test of the First Hypothesis
ExJ:2.II
A

Block
Block
Block
Block
Block

'E

1
2
3
4

5

94.00
88.25
66.40
75.00
48.00
371.65

B

C

73.00
68.60
73.00
50.00
48.00
312.60

96.00
79.00
70.80
68.60
48.00
362.40

Source of
Variation

Sum of Sq_uares

d.f.

Treatments
Blocks
Error
Total

593.942
4,270.884
1,224.771
6,089.597

3
4
12
19

D

-�

88.25
351.25
109.00
344.85
2 91.20
81.00
246.10
52.00
198.00
54.00
384.25 1,431.40

Mean Square
1 97.980
1,067.721
102.064

F.95(3,12)=3.49

F
1.939
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Table 6

Analysis of Variance for the Randomized Blocks
Design of Experiments of Experiment r:·:
A Test of the Second Hypothesis
Ex;e. I

Treatments

Block
Block
Block
Block
Block

1
2
3
4
5

�

Source of
Variation
Treatments
Blocks
Error .

B

C

])

?_

9
7
9
8
6
39

10

9

28
25
25
23
18
119

9

8
8
6
41

Sum of Squares
0.534
18.266
4.134
22.934

9
8
7
6
39
d.f.
2

4
8
14

Mean Square
0.267
4.566
0.516

F_95(2,8)=4.46

F

0.52
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Table 7

Ex:e.

Analysis of Variance for the Randomized Blocks
Design of Experiments of Experiment II:
A Test of the Second Hypothesis
II

Treatments
Block
Block
Block
Block
Block
�

B

1

10

3

8
7
8
40

2

4

5

Source of
Variation
Treatments
Blocks
Error

7

C

D

.L

9
9
10
10

10
10
8
8
8
44

29
26
26
25

--2.
47

Sum of Squares

4.934
3.599
8.401
16.934

d.f.

2
4
8
14

�

131

Mean Square

2.467
o.899
1. 050
_

F.95(2,8)=4.46

F

2.35

